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and then, even if the character be in fact untrue,
the master will be protected (0).

" No action lies for giving the true character of
a servant upon application made to his former
master to inquire into his character with a view of
hiring him, unless there should be extraordinary
circumstances of express malice " (p).

Moreover, " if I have given a servant a good
character, and I afterwards find that I have been
deceived, I am bound to make the same com-
munication then as I should have made before if
the fact had been known to me" (q), and any
such communication made bond fide will be
privileged (r).

Again, if a master discharges one of his ser-
vants, and tells the others why he has done so,
such communication will also be privileged (s).

Thus, where the plaintiff was a guard in the
service of the defendants a railway company, and
the defendants dismissed him on the ground that
he had been guilty of gross neglect of duty, and
published his name in a printed monthly circular
addressed to their servants, stating in it that he

(o) Rogers v. Clifton (1803), 3 B. & P. 587; Murdoch v.
FunduWan (1885), 2 Times L. E. 215, 614.

(p) Per Lord Mansfield in Hargrave v. Le Breton (1769),
4 Burr, at p. 2425.

(q) Per Coleridge, J., in Gardner v. Slade and wife (1849)y
18 L. J. Q. B. at p. 336.

(r) IMA, and see Child v. Affleck and wife (1829), 9 B. &
C. 403.

(*) Somerville T. Hawkins (1851), 10 C. B. 590; 20 L. J..
0. P. 131.